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Claims ' - s h <i and 1 1-171 a\ a \ e eted as a > he* able over C si! ba i 1 5 
(2002/0H4404) in view oi Gilder (US Patent No. 6 ! 212;?77) ; and claim 6 la rejected as 

v o e e ^ ^ s ^ x o s v s s 

era versed. 

Applicant nsanoAnss tee positions taken in Apphcanbs previous nsaponsca but will not 
reoerate there here, ha the retereai ef brevity. .Applicant vvdp however, address parneaiar 
statements ef the Examiner regarding blade length. 

d'he Exanbner acknowledges that the eued retereneca do not teach or suggest a shavnn 
; i o.t ha e hh b the hi • ie i p? bavs a bi at. lorn ?.b (1 B) cetera op: eerward bore § m euthne e 
1404 i a less than 1 nana Hosveve the Ex • net >^ ns dae sh eel t oena s range so 



skill o- the arts' The Exammer rates |n re Altez, 105 UEPQ 233, in sopport ef this assertion, 
dnpbeant respectEdly notes that in Inje Ygtesa boa, P. 24 1054 P 1256 (CCP.A. i 2b i. a the coo? 
as pressed a concern with e:e-ig jn pp,2t[e; 0' support sach a bread proposition: 



haheci ppaeaahoies. Adeoaanaby, dee eanph.naa upon rooti.ee caperooemahoo is 
to the last sentence of section 103. 
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above constant value (he., LI I mm'}, it is olreioos that the blade length thereof is aboot or less 
than I.I I sin;' This contention is not correct. Depending on Use angle at which die blade is 
pes oned the blades t w eak 

blade span of 1 11 mm. 

blot is in jpwe Aljer on point with regard to its facts. In ppppAhep the ebed reference 



pe ; recto to dooo . - eniperaiare and concemrui e 

oin.merei.al expioitation of fee process") In contrast in the present case ih 
/'hatSi'sevcr in the art of owofe that would hows fad U-e aroaso to bdseve tha 



e-aw; in s ~ t ras 

xl that no tees ere dee with this response. 
{16-105(0 referencing Attorney Docket No 



Rcspec t tb lips u two h ted. 



I ban Oetofeo o u /Cefeuh Leber/ 

CeHa H. I door 
Reg N BpS&4 

t - 

fewvfev x e. >^Y 
t a, w e o fe yxv 

wrow.w-,:. 



